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Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the first two items on the Agenda would be dealt 
with in "Closed Session" and he asked those present who were not 


members of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF JANUARY 25, 
1980, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he wished to comment further on two questions that 
arose at the last Senate meeting, in connection with the document entitled 
"Guide to the Financing of the University - 1978/79", (DOC-US79-11-D8) 
and for which it was not possible to provide complete answers on the spot. 


The first concerned the Revenue and Expense figures listed under the Day 
Care Centre in Table I, page 3, of the document, which appeared to indicate 
that the Centre was operating at a profit. Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
answer that was given to the question that was posed at the last meeting has 
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been checked further and validated as being correct. That was, the total 
overall expenditures and revenues for the Day Care Centre are in balance. 
He explained that what appears under the heading on the balance sheet was 
only a part, although perhaps the larger part, of the expenditures which 
appear under some other heading in the budget. 


With respect to the second question as to why administrative expenses were 
rising faster than Library expenses, Dr. O'Brien advised that while the 
answer runs along the general lines of the response provided at the last 
meeting, considerably more detail was now available on the sort of thing 
that was involved. He explained that there was, in fact, an increase in 
administrative expenses of almost exactly one million dollars in the course 
of the year. Of that, four hundred thousand dollars was the result of normal 
indexing and an amount slightly higher than four hundred thousand dollars 
was the result of decisions related to writing off various items such as bad 
debts, advancing payments on some contractual obligations, etc. This kind 
of thing was, in general, a concomitant to the fact that, given the swings of 
the grants and finances from one year to another, last year was one in which 
we ended up with a surplus rather than a deficit and in which situation the 
tendency was to do a larger number of such write offs than would normally 
be the case. These write offs are done by and charged to the Treasurer's 
Office, which comes under the heading of Administration and consequently 
the charges end up in the accounts as Administration expenses. 


In addition, something less than one hundred thousand dollars of the 
increase, was simply accounting readjustments, which involved transferring 
a certain number of expenditures, which in the previous year were counted 
under Operational Services, to Administration. 


Dr. O'Brien advised also that there were three specific increases in 
expenditures, of approximately twenty-five thousand dollars each, which. 
resulted from deliberate decisions to increase expenditures. One represented 
the increase in costs resulting from the change in the organization of the 
Ombuds Offices; the second was an increase in the University's Information 
Office budget; and the third was an increase in the Translation Office budget 
in order to increase the capacity to deal with translations from English to 
French. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the temperature problem in the Vanier 
Library, Dr. O'Brien advised that although there was a fairly substantial 
number of changes made last year, many of them were made over the 
simmer months as opposed to being made prior to the beginning of summer 
and therefore their full impact on the summer working conditions in the 
Library, was not really proven one way or another. He explained that the 
intention, some months ago, having completed the various changes in the 
Fall, was to let the system run and see to what extent they might help to 
solve the problem and then to reassess the situation. He presumed that that 
was what was going on but he stated that he was not aware of what the 
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most current assessment of the situation was and he would have to inquire 
into it. 


With respect to decisions that would be made to spend or not to spend more 
money on a major overhaul, Dr. O'Brien advised that more money, if such 
it was to be, would come from the next round of the capital budget, 
decisions on which are made in the Spring. Basically, no decisions on the 
particular category in question, have as yet been made. 


He imagined that the matter was being assessed and if the winter experience 
has shown that the changes were not going to solve the problem, the issue 
would no doubt come up for consideration during the round of discussions 
on the capital budget this Spring. 


In response to a question concerning the current thinking of the University 
Administration on the issue of the student data system, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that he would expect to say something in detail on the matter at the next 
meeting, at which time he hoped that the proposal from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration concerning a cumulative percentage average, 
would be back before Senate. 


In response to a question that had been raised at the last Senate meeting, 
concerning a letter of apology, Mr. Adams, University Registrar, advised 
that on checking into the matter he discovered that although a letter had been 
written, it did not contain the apology which Senate had indicated should be 
sent to the student. Another letter, with the appropriate apology, has now 
been written and forwarded to the student. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY MR. KAN, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE, THE 
CURRICULUM COORDINATING COMMITTEE, THE PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, THE LIBRARY 
COMMITTEE, AND THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND 
AWARDS COMMITTEE, (DOC-US-80-2-D2), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concordia Prizes and Awards 


Committee on Non-Academic Awards 


In presenting and explaining the recommendations from the Steering 
Committee concerning the revised composition and nominations for the 
Committee on Non-Academic Awards, (DOC-US-80-2-D3), Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the phrase "non-academic" had been used in the document on 
policies on awards which was adopted by Senate at the last meeting, as a 
descriptor for the four awards: The First Graduating Class Award; The 
Malone Medal; The Loyola Campus Medal; and the Sir George Williams 
Campus Medal. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KIRPALANI, SECONDED BY MR. 
LAJOIE, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISED COMPOSITION FOR THE 
COMMITTEE ON NON-ACADEMIC AWARDS, (ITEM A), 
DOCUMENT US-80-2-D3), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY MR. LAJOIE, THAT 
THE NOMINATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE ON NON-ACADEMIC 
AWARDS, (ITEM B), DOCUMENT US-80-2-D3), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


The Geology Medal 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MORRIS, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL THAT THE GEOLOGY MEDAL BE 
NAMED THE ANDRE DELAND MEDAL, (DOC-US-80-2-D4), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Institute for Cooperative Education 


Dr. Wall advised that the motion that was before Senate at the December 14, 
1979, meeting was "that Senate approve the establishment of the unit 
referred to in document US-79-11-D7 as the Institute for Cooperative 
Education and recommend it to the Board of Governors for its approval, the 
actual date of implementation to be determined by the Board on the 
recommendation of the Rector". He emphasized that although there has been 
a good deal of discussion about the Chemistry programme, that was not 
what the motion was asking for. Rather, the motion was asking for the 
approval for the establishment of an Institute for Cooperative Education and 
the plan, once the dossier was approved, was to go forward, almost 
immediately, with a feasibility study in Chemistry. The actual details of the 
Chemistry format of cooperation education would be brought before Senate 
again, probably in early spring. 


With respect to the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee (DOC-US-80-2-D5), Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that the 
Committee was recommending the introduction of the cooperative format; 
that there should be an administrative mechanism to look after it; and finally, 
that the proposed Institute be that kind of mechanism. 


In presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. (DOC-US-80-2-D6), Prof. 
Whitelaw advised that the Committee was unanimously in support of the 
idea of moving into the cooperative format. He explained that while the 
recommendations were partly related to the Chemistry proposal, essentially 
they were looking at what would happen in the Institute, of which 


Chemistry was an example. That was, although Chemistry was mentioned, 
it could be assumed that the comments and recommendations would apply 
to any department or unit that wanted to operate under this format. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that in the meetings of Senate, the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee, and the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee, there were simultaneous discussions of two things. One was 
the discussion of the proposal to establish an Institute, looking upon that as 
being a structure within which cooperative education would be organized. 
There was also a discussion of a Chemistry offering, to become the first 
such activity. He reiterated that, as Dr. Wall has made clear, the motion was 
to approve the Institute, but not to approve the Chemistry proposal, or 
indeed any other proposal. He felt that it was inevitable that both matters be 
discussed because it would be very difficult to discuss cooperative 
education in complete abstraction from any programme whatsoever that 
might be offered in that mode. 


With respect to the Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee (DOC-US-80-2-D5), Dr. O'Brien stated that in his opinion, the 
first five comments and recommendations were, in a sense, dealt with or 
consistent with, the motion that Dr. Wall had indicated he would propose. 
While he hoped that they would help to clarify some of the questions that 
were raised at the earlier Senate meeting, he felt that they did not need to be 
formally noted with respect to any action that might be taken at today's 
meeting. 


However, with respect to item 6., (DOC-US-80-2-D5), Dr. O'Brien 
advised that this was a recommendation that Senate should go on record at 
this time, in much the same fashion as it did with the Mature Student 
Centre, to express its view and hope that in due course this structure would 
be reorganized or expanded so that other Faculties could find a place in it, 
should they decide to move in the direction of cooperative education. 


Also, with respect to item 7., Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a 
recommendation which refers to a semantic point concerning the term 
"Programme" which has a certain connotation in the Province of Quebec, 
whereby what are referred to as new programmes, must. go to Quebec for 
governmental approval. He emphasized that the proposal was not to start 
any new programmes, and particularly with respect to the Chemistry case, 
where the proposal was to offer the existing Chemistry programme in a 
different mode. While internally it would really not make much difference 
whether we speak about a new mode of offering the existing Chemistry 
programme or about offering a new Chemistry programme in Cooperative 
Education, nevertheless it could make a substantial difference outside the 
University. Item 7., which in effect was a recommendation that the basic 
document should be rewritten in due course to propose essentially the same 
thing but in a terminology which would avoid this particular trap, was of 
considerable importance. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the way in which Senate has often dealt with 
matters of this kind, was to approve the basic report, "subject to the 


comments or recommendations of committees 'x' and 'y . He suggested that 
if Senate wished to take account of the two particular items which he has 
referred to, it would be appropriate in due course to add the phrase "subject 
to recommendations 6 and 7 of the Report from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee, (DOC-US-80-2-D5)", to the main motion. 


Professor Whitelaw explained the comments and recommendations from the 
University Curriculum Coordinating Committee (section B, document 
US-80-2-DO. In so far as the recommendations were concerned, he advised 
that he was prepared to ask that a general phrase be added to the main 
motion, similar to the one proposed by Dr. O'Brien with respect to the 
recommendations from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. SINGER, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNIT 
REFERRED TO IN DOCUMENT US-79-11-D7 AS THE INSTITUTE 
FOR COOPERATIVE EDUCATION AND RECOMMEND IT TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL, THE ACTUAL DATE 
OF IMPLEMENTATION TO BE DETERMINED BY THE BOARD ON 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE RECTOR; AND THAT 
RECOMMENDATIONS 6. AND 7. OF THE REPORT FROM THE 
PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-80-2-D5)BE APPROVED AND DOCUMENT US-79-11-D7 BE 
CHANGED AS NECESSARY TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF THOSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS. 


Concern was voiced over the statement that "there will not be more than two 
consecutive work-terms in a schedule" and it was suggested that, in order to 
eliminate possible future difficulties with cooperative education proposals, 
the last line on page 18, document US-79-11-D7, be removed. It was 
further stated that there was an implication in the document that the 
minimum number of students in such programmes should be twenty-five 
and it was suggested that that restriction should be removed, it being argued 
that the Institute would then be free to make its decisions concerning 
individual programmes without that restriction being imposed by Senate. It 
was also suggested that the proposed policy to graduate functionally 
bilingual students be changed from a strict requirement to a strong 
recommendation, which would allow for exceptions to be made in the case 
where the student could make arrangements to have an employer waive the 
requirement. 


Dr. Wall advised that there was an accrediting body for cooperative 
education, The Canadian Association for Cooperative Education and he 
argued that it was absolutely imperative, if we go into this venture, that we 
meet the requirements and standards established by that body. One such 
requirement was that "there will not be more than two consecutive 
work-terms in a schedule". He explained that one of the reasons why he 
would like further studies on the Chemistry proposal was because of the 
work-term, which was in violation of the standards established by the 
national association and he expressed the feeling that we must be extremely 


careful not to fly in the face of that body, whose approval and support we 
will need as we enter into this venture. 


With respect to the twenty-five student minimum enrolment, Dr. Wall 
advised that that figure has been used again and again by experts in the field 
of cooperative education as the minimum number of students needed in 
order to put on courses and to justify any additional summer courses that 
might come forward. He expressed the feeling that it would be foolish to 
change or alter that figure in a downward fashion, pointing out at the same 
time that the possibility existed for small departments to mount joint 
programmes with other departments, which would enable small departments 
to get involved with cooperative education, should they so desire. 


Concerning the issue of functional bilingualism, Dr. Wall explained that one 
of the reasons for becoming involved with cooperative education was 
because of the clear indication that the University of Waterloo, which was 
providing unilingual students for the Montreal area, was no longer able to 
place those students and he argued that it was important for us to emphasize 
the bilingual nature of the programme if it was going to be successful. Dr. 
Wall also explained that no student would suffer terribly if he or she could 
not meet the language requirement because any student who fails the 
language test administered at the end of the first year, would simply 
continue studies in the regular Chemistry programme or any other 
programme that was being offered, without loss of standing or credits. 


Again responding to a concern expressed over the twenty-five minimum 
student enrolment requirement, Dr. Wall advised that one of the reasons for 
having feasibility studies was to determine what kind of clientele would be 
available for a particular proposal; what kind of resources a department was 
willing to put into such a venture; what were the chances for success in 
placing students in industry; etc. etc., and therefore the number of potential 
students would have to be investigated before a particular programme was 
actually started. Also, he did not think that if a department could make a 
good case that a particular proposal would be cost effective with fifteen 
students, that that department would be told that because there were not 
twenty-five students available, they could not mount the programme. 
However, he explained that the proposal was attempting to give a guideline 
which indicated initially that it was the large departments, with the necessary 
manpower, that would make such a venture possible and that for smaller 
departments it would be difficult to mount the kind of programme that we 
were talking about. He further stated that the figure of twenty-five was a 
meaningful one, but at the same time he expressed confidence that the 
Institute, if established, would be willing to be flexible with that figure, 
within certain ranges. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that if the motion presently before Senate was 
passed, we will have established the Institute, but we will not have 
established any particular programme to be offered in the cooperative mode. 
He wondered however, whether it would be possible for a department, 
which has relatively little chance of reaching the minimum number of 
twenty-five students, at least at the beginning, to conduct and present the 


results of a feasibility study, and if such a study says that it was feasible, 
was there anything in the document (DOC-US-79-11-D7) to prevent that 
particular programme from being accepted as suitable for the cooperative 
mode. 


Dr. Wall advised that there was nothing in the document to prevent such a 
thing from happening. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that, looked upon in that way, the figure of twenty-five 
was in no way a barrier to smaller departments entering into such ventures. 
However, it was an indication that such departments should take rather 
seriously that they may have more than average difficulties in bringing off 
their feasibility study. At the same time, if the feasibility study could be 
brought off, the department would be entitled to consideration on the merits 
of those results. 


Concern was voiced over the intention not to hire a professional coordinator 
possibly until Year III of operation (Appendix 'A', document US-80-2-D5), 
and the feeling was expressed that serious consideration should be given to 
the idea of backing up the hiring of a salaried professional at least by one 
year. 


Dr. Wall agreed that eventually a full-time professional coordinator would 
probably have to be hired, and in the long run possibly more than one. He 
advised however that the indications were that one fulltime professional 
could handle fifty students and in a metropolitan area like Montreal, maybe 
more, but the feeling was that we should not get involved with that kind of 
expense until the Institute was that size and that with twenty-five students 
we might be able to get away with the lower expenditure. Also, he stated 
that the costs indicated in Appendix 'A', document US-80-2-D5, were in 
fact as close an estimate as he could make at this time about an area in which 
we have had very little experience and he has attempted to keep them as low 
and as reasonable as possible. At the same time, he advised that it may be 
that it would be found in Year '0'", that the hiring of a professional should 
be advanced to Year I, but he was not prepared to make such a statement 
until we were actually into Year '0' and have had some experience and 
feeling for the operation. 


Support was voiced for the idea of having a full-time professional in charge 
of the Institute for Cooperative Education at the beginning, rather than 
waiting for Year III, the feeling being expressed that getting the Institute off 
the ground would be a full-time job. 


Senate was advised that it was made very clear to members of the planning 
committee, in consultations with people at the University of Waterloo, 
Northeastern University, in industry, etc., that the hiring of a full-time 
professional coordinator right from the start, to do the necessary liaison, 
was very very important and surprise was expressed over the fact that that 
requirement did not seem to be in the document now before Senate 
(DOC-US-79-11-D7). 


Dr. Wall stated that he found himself in the strange position of seeming to 
be resisting getting money. He advised however, that if Senate in its 
wisdom decided that he should have more money, far be it from him to 
resist that. 


It was stated that the experience at the University of Waterloo was that they 
started their cooperative education programmes with academics working on 
a part-time basis, but they found that very quickly they had to move into 
getting a full-time professional. The feeling was expressed that going the 
way that Waterloo did, was a very good way of getting started, before 
actually committing oneself to a professional before knowing whether or not 
the programme was going to work. 


It was also stated that if summer courses were going to have to be mounted 
for students in the programme, there would have to be enough students in a 
course before a professor could be hired to give that course, which it was 
argued, was an added incentive for having a minimum of something in the 
order of twenty-five students. 


It was wondered whether complications might arise in a department, for 
example such as Physics, where the overwhelming majority of the members 
of the department decided that the cooperative mode was a good idea, but 
three or four of the members disagree with the idea or they agree with it but 
wished to continue with the conventional programme as well. That was, 
could departments function in a bifocal fashion, offering the regular 
standard three year programme along with the cooperative format, without 
getting into all sorts of complexities in terms of contracts, schedules, etc., 
Cle: 


Dr. Wall advised that he would not attempt to answer the question on 
contracts, schedules, etc., but he explained that in so far as the Chemistry 
proposal was concerned, the proposal was to adopt the cooperative format 
and to maintain the regular Chemistry programme. 


Concerning the functional bilingualism requirement, it was argued that the 
fact that the University of Waterloo was unable to place unilingual English 
speaking students in the Montreal area, d id not imply that Concordia could 
not place anglophone students who have some knowledge of French, in the 
Montreal region. At the same time, it was suggested that the document could 
be made more flexible either by changing the requirement that the 
proficiency test be at the end of the third term, to perhaps the fifth term, or 
by including the phrase "except under extenuating circumstances" in the 
document as an escape clause, in connection with the requirement that the 
student must move out of the Institute if he or she fails the-proficiency test. 


It was argued that the proposal takes into account the reality of Quebec and 
one could not see any advantage being gained in tampering with the 
document. It was explained that the proposal was attempting to provide a 
service to the employer, as well as the student, and the employer had certain 
requirements, placed on the firm as a result of the language legislation, 
making it necessary to have employees capable of functioning in French in 


that area. one of the services that the Institute would be providing, would be 
to fill a vacuum that other universities have not been able to fill and it was 
argued that if we provide employers with students who cannot function in 
the French language, we could be doing a disservice to the community. 


It was stated that one aspect of the issue was a question of public relations. 
It was pointed out that Concordia was an anglophone University in the 
Province of Quebec and the feeling was expressed that it was extremely 
important for us to demonstrate that we were making every effort to 
encourage our students to integrate into the francophone milieu. There was 
also an important pedagogical aspect to the question. That was, the 
obligation to learn French pushes people into learning it and it was argued 
that the longer students were given to learn French, the more they would put 
off learning it. 


It was argued that there were different types of learning disabilities and one 
such precludes an individual from being able to achieve functional 
bilingualism in a second language. It was stated that there were many such 
people in Quebec and the feeling was expressed that these people should be 
allowed to complete their education in the most advantageous manner, in the 
Province, and then to progress to another part of Canada for the remainder 
of their lives, if they were unable to achieve functional bilingualism and be 
gainfully employed in Quebec. It was again suggested that the document 
should allow for these unusual circumstances to be taken into account, by 
allowing students to continue in the programme, provided that arrangements 
could be made for these students to be employed in an organization which 
has a sufficient number of functionally bilingual people on staff to 
accommodate unilingual people. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MORRIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. POTTER, THAT THE FIFTH SENTENCE, LAST 
PARAGRAPH, PAGE 21., DOCUMENT US-79-11-D7, BE 
REWRITTEN, TO INCLUDE THE WORD "NORMALLY". 


A MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


It was again stated that from the beginning there should be a full-time 
professional coordinator for the Institute rather than waiting for Year IIL, it 
being argued that if we were going to get the Institute off the ground, a 
full-time individual would be required to look after this. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED 
BY PROF. TITTLER, THAT A FULL-TIME COORDINATOR BE 
HIRED EARLY IN THE FORMATION OF THE INSTITUTE, RATHER 
THAN IN THE THIRD YEAR. 


It was pointed out that what was being proposed was an amendment to an 
appendix to a report, which was not part of the main motion, and it was 


argued that the amendment was therefore not in order. It was also stated that 
it was part of the administrative function of the Provost's Office to make 
decisions concerning the administration of the Institute and the feeling was 
expressed that it was not appropriate for Senate to determine how that 
administrative process should take place. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that if what the mover of the amendment was 
thinking of, was that there should be an administrator hired right from the 
beginning of the Chemistry programme, it would not be necessary to make 
that amendment today and the issue, if in order, could be taken up later 
when the Chemistry proposal was being discussed. On the other hand, if 
what was being proposed was that there be a full time administrator for the 
Institute, whose establishment was being recommended today, then the 
matter would have to be dealt with at this meeting. 


Prof. Mangat explained that the intent of the amendment was as described in 
the second case. That was, the amendment was being proposed in 
connection with the establishment of the Institute and not with respect to the 
Chemistry proposal. 


Dr. Wall advised that he was unsure as to the appropriateness of the 
amendment and although he agreed that Senate could express its opinion on 
the matter and he was quite prepared to give careful consideration to 
Senate's opinion, he did not feel that it would be appropriate for Senate to 
determine how the administrative structure should be organized. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was before Senate was a motion to 
establish an Institute which will have the characteristics which were set out 
in document US-79-11-D7, subject to recommendations 6 and 7 from the 
Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee Report (DOC-US-80-2-D5). 
While it was clear that Senate could not pass a motion which stated that the 
University shall hire a coordinator, nevertheless, he felt that the ideas which 
were being discussed could be dealt with in this context by amending the 
proposal to establish the Institute to say that the description of the Institute 
shall become one in which the presence of a full-time administrator was a 
part of the structure, in the same fashion as many other things were set out 
in the document as part of the structure. The actual process of the 
implementation of that was another matter. That was, whether or not the 
University could or would care to find the money to implement that, would 
be a question to be decided later and indeed it may be a consideration that 
would lead the Board of Governors not to approve the establishment of the 
Institute, because of the money that would be involved. 


Dr. O'Brien further advised that if something of this kind was inserted into 
the description of the Institute as a "sine qua non", the impact would be that 
the date of implementation would be when such an appointment becomes 
possible and if it proves not to be possible, for whatever reason, the 
Institute would not be implemented. Also, if Senate wished to say, as it 
understands the amendment, that there definitely should be a fulltime 
administrator from the outset and that without a full-time administrator the 
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Institute should not be implemented or the implementation postponed, that 
could certainly be part of the message which Senate puts across. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that the context of the 
amendment was as set out above by Dr. O'Brien. 


Prof. Giguere advised that he would have to vote against the amendment but 
at the same time, maintain his previous recommendation that the Provost 
consider hiring a full-time coordinator earlier than Year III of the 
programme. 


It was stated that other cooperative education formats have been set up at 
other universities, beginning with faculty members, perhaps on a part-time 
basis, who have established them and got them going. This has been taken 
into account by the people who have presented the document to Senate, 
realizing that eventually a full-time person will be needed. This has also 
been taken into account in the Report from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee. It was further stated that the intention was to start 
with a small plan on a trial basis in one department, to see if it works and if 
it does, it would be recommended that a full-time administrator be hired to 
handle, not just one particular format, but the entire Cooperative Institute. 
Consequently one did not really understand what the debate was all about. 


A MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION ON THE AMENDMENT WAS 
CARRIED. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


A MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION ON THE MAIN MOTION, WAS 
CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Multiple Submission of Course Papers 


Dr. Nasser presented the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Multiple 
Submission of Course Papers (DOC-US-80-1-D3). 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that while what was before 
Senate was the Report (DOC-US-80-1-D3), what Senate was invited to 
adopt was not the first page, which was explanatory, but rather pages 2 and 
3, which if adopted would become an independently standing set of 
regulations on the matter. 


Concerning the basic philosophy of the Report, Dr. Nasser advised that the 
general consensus of the members of the Committee was that multiple 
submission was not exactly equivalent to plagiarism and as such the 
question that was addressed was the question of effort expended by a 
student, in two courses. That was, what was being dealt with was the case 
of a student who attempts to get away with expending a single effort, in two 
courses. He further explained that the Committee also considered the case of 


a student submitting the same work twice, simultaneously in the same 
semester, as opposed to the case of a student submitting the same work in a 
later semester. Where a student submits a report, assignment, etc., and 
receives a grade, and in a later semester submits the same report for another 
course, the penalty would apply to that second course. From that point of 
view, in dealing with the case of simultaneous submission, the Committee 
felt that for reasons of fairness and compatibility, the penalty should be 
restricted to one of the two courses. There was also the administrative 
implication, assuming that the two courses were taken from two different 
departments, that restricting the penalty to one of the two courses would 
ensure that the matter would be dealt with by only one of the chairmen, thus 
eliminating confusion. 


Dr. Nasser advised further that it was the feeling of the Committee that 
although the offense was of a milder nature then plagiarism, if it was 
committed a second time it constituted deceit on the part of the student and 
therefore the penalty of suspension or expulsion was appropriate. 


With respect to a request by Senate that a statement be formulated on what 
was expected insofar as submission of original work was concerned, Dr. 
Nasser explained that the feeling of the Committee was that such a statement 
could not be general enough to reflect all possible situations and that 
restricting the description to what constituted the offense, would be 
sufficient. 


In responding to a question concerning the phrase "for which no final 
grades have been assigned", (Item 6, page 2, document US-80-1-D3), Dr. 
Nasser explained that the Committee was unable to find a more appropriate 
set of words to cover the case where a student has simultaneously submitted 
the same project to two different courses, where one of the courses was a 
full term course offered continuously over two semesters, and the other 
offered only in the second semester. 


It was stated that although one understood the explanation given by Dr. 
Nasser, the interpretation of Item 6., as presently worded, was that in the 
case where multiple submission has just been discovered and two final 
grades have just been reported to the Registrar's Office, there was no 
penalty involved because it was no longer a crime. It was further stated that 
it was obvious that that was not what was intended and it was suggested 
that Item 6 should be rephrased. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, drew Senate's attention to Item 4. b), 
which states "cancel the failing grade and decide that no further action is 
necessary;". He pointed out that there was a similar procedure in the 
Regulations on plagiarism, which, to his knowledge, has never been used 
and he wondered exactly what the procedure meant. 


It was stated that Item 4. b), was taken directly from the Regulations on 
Plagiarism. However, the feeling was expressed that the phrase "decide that 
no further action is necessary", raised the obvious questions of what grade 
would be assigned to the student, whether the grade assigned would be the 


result of a re-marking of the paper, etc.? That was, what happens if the 
failing grade is cancelled? 


It was agreed that note be taken of the concerns expressed over wording of 
Item 4.b), document US-80-1-D3. It was also stated that clearly the 
regulation was simply made parallel to the corresponding plagiarism 
regulation, as instructed by Senate, and the question should now be looked 
at in the context of both sets of regulations. 


It was suggested that the distinction between Item 4.b). and Item 4.c)., 
appeared to be that in the case of the former the intention was that the 
student would be required to re-submit the work without change; whereas in 
the latter case the student was required to resubmit the work with 
appropriate change. 


In response to a number of questions on cases not specifically covered in 
the document (DOC-US-80-1-D3), it was explained that the Committee, in 
considering exceptional cases, found that there were twenty to thirty ways 
of coming up with a problem not covered by the document. That was, the 
permutations and combinations were incredible. It was further explained 
that it was a very generalized document and contained certain loopholes 
which were quite purposely there in an attempt to take care of everything 
and it was extremely difficult, in dealing with four different Faculties, to 
come up with a paper that would satisfy everyone. 


It was stated that there was a certain inequity in the proposal in that a student 
could take two courses with a similar content, write the final examinations 
in both, and obtain a good grade with less effort than what would be 
required-in two completely separate courses. It was further stated that while 
one recognized that we want to discourage multiple submission of the same 
report, nonetheless it was argued that the maximum penalty of failure in the 
course was too extreme, given the fact that in some cases a student taking 
similar courses would not be penalized in any way. It was suggested that 
the penalty of failure in the course be removed completely and that the 
maximum penalty simply be failure for the project involved, even though it 
was recognized that in those cases where the project was the main content of 
the course, failure in the project would imply failure in the course. 


In response to the above, it was explained that the impression that one had 
of the feeling of Senate when it discussed the first report from the 
Committee, was that the penalty was not harsh enough. It was also stated 
that the Report attempts to accommodate numerous situations that one was 
unable to name or predict and it was up to the instructor or the chairman to 
impose, depending on the particular situation, the appropriate penalty, 
ranging from no penalty at all, to failure in the course. 


It was noted that there was a typographical error in -the first line,, Item 10., 
under Procedures and Sanctions, which states ".... as described in 7 and 
8....", and it was agreed that this be changed to it as described in 8 and 

Dos res 


Concern was expressed over the fact that the document still did not contain a 
general statement which says that "unless negotiated, multiple submission 
was not appropriate and if it was not negotiated, it constituted deceit". It 
was argued that absense of such a statement would lead to a situation in 
which the full onus of discovery would be on the professor. 


It was pointed out that the above concern was partly reflected in the 
definition of multiple submission, as described in the first sentence in Item 
I.]., under General (Document US-80-1-D3). In addition, it was pointed out 
that "The Committee does not wish to include a statement to the effect-that 
under normal circumstances multiple submission is not acceptable because 
the Committee believes that a definition of normal circumstances cannot be 
sufficiently general to include the fact that under certain 'normal' conditions 
multiple submission, i.e. with permission, is acceptable"., (last paragraph, 
covering statement, document US-80-1-D3) . 


Support was voiced for the idea that there should be a general statement and 
it was suggested that a statement to the effect that "multiple submission of 
course projects was not appropriate except by negotiation with the 
appropriate professors", be added as Item 1.4., under General, page 1, 
document US-80-1-D3. 


The feeling was expressed that a possible solution would be to change the 
last sentence in Item I.1., to read "a student wishing to submit a similar 
project for credit in two different courses must obtain prior permission of 
the instructors concerned." 


It was stated that the wording suggested above gave the impression that it 
was a perfectly normal kind of thing to do, simply by first checking in with 
the professors concerned, which, it was argued, was not the connotation 
that one wished to have. It was further stated, however, that the dilemma 
might be quickly resolved by amending the last sentence in Item I.1., to read 
"no student may submit a similar project for credit in two different courses 
in the same year without prior permission of both professors". 


It was argued that the above suggestion was already covered by the first 
sentence in Item [.1. 


It was suggested that Item II of the Report - Procedures and Sanctions, was 
not really necessary. Rather, we should adopt something along the lines of 
the proposed amendment, stating that multiple submission without prior 
permission from the professors concerned was not allowed, and then tie the 
whole thing into the Regulations on Plagiarism. That was, by linking this to 
the general rules on plagiarism, through one or two sentences, we would 
avoid having a duplicate set of regulations. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that so far in the discussion, three or four technical 
points have been raised, which would have to be looked at. There was also 
the question of a general statement, with two or three variations being 
suggested up to this time. He advised that, as experience has shown, it 
would be unusual for Senate to adopt regulations of this kind, in the "first 


round of discussion and rather than attempting to formulate the general 
statement here and now, he would like to discover at this point if there were 
any other areas in the document (US-80-1-D3) on which there might be 
problems. He further advised that so far he has not detected any basic 
objection to the thrust of the document and he proposed that, as we have 
done in the past, the debate be adjourned at a certain point and an attempt be 
made, outside the meeting, to find solutions to the various issues that have 
been raised, which would then be brought back for Senate approval at a 
subsequent meeting. 


With respect to the question of a general statement, Dr. O'Brien asked those 
Senators who have made suggestions, to write out the particular paragraph 
or sentence that they have in mind, and send it to the Secretary of Senate. 
These would be looked at and a proposal, or perhaps two or three 
alternatives, could then be brought back to Senate for consideration. 


It was suggested that the document be approved "in principle", subject to 
the rewording to be submitted to Senate, it being argued that if we begin the 
debate the next time around with another motion, it would be the year 1990 
before we finalize the matter. 


Concern was voiced over who or what body would be responsible for the 
"interpretation" referred to in Item 1.2., it being argued that it should be 
made clear, before a final document is adopted, who would be responsible 
for interpreting these regulations. 


It was also wondered how a professor would determine whether or not a 
particular paper had been previously submitted and the feeling was 
expressed that if the implication was that the onus would be on the student 
to establish his or her innocence by supplying all papers which the student 
has ever written, this would mean that the student was assumed to be 
automatically guilty unless proven otherwise through submission of all 
previous papers. 


It was suggested that Item 11., 2., c), be deleted and that if following 
discussion with the instructor, it is decided that no further action was 
necessary or that the work did not have to be resubmitted, the matter should 
automatically be referred to the department chairman, rather than a failing 
grade being assigned by the instructor. 


Other concerns were expressed over who would be responsible for the 
dispersion of information under Items 11.3. and 11.4.; what was the 
definition of "appropriate changes"; and the composition of the "appropriate 
faculty committee", (Item II. 8.). 


It was stated that one had the impression that we were trying to re-invent the 
wheel and it was proposed that, since regulations on cheating already 
existed, Senate should simply take the approach that multiple submission 
constituted cheating. 
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With respect to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that he would have to rule 
that approach out of order, because Senate, at a certain time, very 
specifically decided that this should not be fitted into existing regulations, 
on the grounds that it was neither plagiarism nor cheating on examinations, 
but rather it was a subject matter in its own right. 


With respect to the question of a general statement, the following was 
suggested, not as an amendment, but rather to simply to test the reaction of 
Senate: 


"It is the normal expectation that a project or term paper or 
analogous student submission for purposes of evaluation in a 
course, shall not be submitted for evaluation in a second course. 
Thus, multiple submission is considered deceit unless, and only 
unless, the student has received prior permission from the instructor 
in each of the courses in question". 


The above statement would then be followed by the actual definition of 
multiple submission, with the penalties, etc. etc. 


Concern was expressed over adopting a definitive statement, the feeling 
being expressed that it would exclude the possibility of a student being able 
to submit work which that student might have done at another University. 


With respect to the above, the feeling was expressed that that would seem to 
be a perfectly acceptable practice, provided the student included it as a 
reference in the work submitted. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that before adjourning the debate, if there were further 
comments to be made that should be taken into account in bringing a second 
version of the document back to Senate, they should be made now. 

It was pointed out that if Senate were to adopt a statement along the lines 


that have been proposed, the last two sentences in Item 1. 1., would 
become redundant. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


